This study tested the hypothesis that psychopathic Ss would show less preference for immediate shock than would nonpsychopathic Ss. 12 psychopathic and 12 nonpsychopathic criminals and 19 noncriminals were presented with 6 trials in which they were required to choose between an immediate shock and 1 delayed 10 sec. The results confirmed the hypothesis (p <,001). The psychopaths chose immediate shock 55.5% of the time while the nonpsychopaths chose it 82.3% of the time. The preference for immediate shock increased over trials for the nonpsychopathic Ss but not for the psychopathic ones. The results were interpreted in terms of a conditioned fear hypothesis.
Recent evidence indicates that normal subjects (5s) tend to prefer an immediate punishment (electric shock) over one that is delayed (Cook & Barnes, 1964) , or randomly delayed (D 'Amato & Gumenik, 1960) . While it is obvious that many interacting variables are involved in choice behavior of this sort, relatively few empirical data concerning their effects are available. Among the variables likely to be of importance are (a) the relative delay, intensity, and probability of punishment associated with each of the alternatives presented to the S; (6) the type of punishment involved and the characteristics of the situation in which it is administered; and (c) certain characteristics (e.g., personality and motivational) of the individual making the choice. The present study investigated what was considered to be a particularly relevant example of the latter, namely, psychopathy.
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It is well known clinically that the psychopath tends to avoid immediate discomfort and that he appears to be relatively unconcerned about the long term consequences of his behavior (Cleckley, 1959; Karpman, 1961) . On the basis of these and other con- 2 The term refers to the entity described by Cleckley (1959) and to what Karpman (1961) terms the primary psychopath.
siderations, it was expected that when faced with a choice between immediate and delayed shock, psychopaths would show less preference for immediate shock than would nonpsychopathic Ss.
METHOD
The Ss were all male volunteers and consisted of 12 psychopathic (Group P) and 12 nonpsychopathic (Group NP) inmates of the British Columbia Penitentiary, and 19 students (Group C) obtained from the university and a local adult education center. Mean age was 26.3 (SJ5 = 3.9) for Group P, 27.8 (50 = 3.6) for Group NP, and 23.8 (50 = 2.9) for Group C. Mean number of years of formal education was 10.4 (SD = 1.6) for Group P, 10.2 (SD = 1.7) for Group NP, and 11.5 (SD = 1.1) for Group C. Mean Revised Beta IQ was 108.1 (5Z> = 9.2) for Group P, 106.9 (SD = 8.9) for Group NP, and 110.8 (SD = 8.0) for Group C. None of these differences was significant. Selection of the psychopaths was made by the institutional psychologists on the basis of criteria outlined by Cleckley (1959) .
Testing was carried out in a quiet room in the appropriate institution. The 5 was seated before a horizontal panel upon which two telegraph keys were situated 12 inches apart. A small green pilot light was mounted at about eye-level on a vertical panel placed immediately behind the keys. A Model 1A Psychological Instruments Stimulator was used to deliver a brief electric shock via finger electrodes of the zinc, zinc-sulphate type (Lykken, 1959) . The level of shock used was individually determined by gradually increasing the intensity until the 5 indicated that he was not prepared to accept anything stronger. The mean intensities of shock arrived at by this procedure and subsequently used in the experiment were 3.9, 3.6, and 3.8 milliamperes for Groups P, NP, and C, respectively. These intensities did not differ significantly from one other •and are approximately the same as those obtained from similar 5s in another study (Hare, in press ). After the intensity of shock to be used had been determined, 5 was asked to place his dominant hand in front of the keys and midway between them. He was told that his task was simply to press one of the keys whenever the light came on, and that as a result he would receive a shock either immediately or after a 10-second delay, depending upon which key had been pressed. A card placed above each key informed 5 of the delay associated with the key. In order to familiarize him with the actual shocks delivered by the keys, he was required to press each key once. Six free-choice trials were then given, with about 30 seconds between each trial. The effect of possible position preferences was controlled by having the immediate shock associated with the left key for one-half of the 5s and with the right key for the other half. After the experiment Ss were briefly questioned about their experiences.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The total number and percentage of choices of immediate and delayed shock made by each group are shown in Table 1 . The mean number of trials (out of six) on which immediate shock was chosen was 3.33 for Group P, 5.25 for Group NP, and 4.74 for Group C. An analysis of variance indicated that these means differed significantly from one another, F (2,40)= 7.93, p < .001. Individual comparisons among these means (Winer, 1962, p. 100) revealed that Groups NP and C were not significantly different, F (1,40)= 1.26, p > .10, but that these two groups combined differed significantly from Group P, F (1,40)= 15.86, p < .001.
A more detailed impression of the choices made by each group can be gained from inspection of Table 2 , which contains the choice of shock delay made by each S on each of the six trials. On the first trial, 67% of the nonpsychopathic 5s chose immediate shock while only 50% of the psychopaths did so. Although in the expected direction, this difference was not significant. During the next five trials however, the number of nonpsychopathic 5s who chose immediate shock increased significantly, Cochran's Q = 9.7, d/=5, p < .05 (Siegal, 19S6) , while the number of psychopaths doing so showed virtually no change. The relatively strong overall preference for immediate shock shown by the nonpsychopathic 5s (82.3% for Groups NP and C combined) is consistent with previous research involving both human (Cook & Barnes, 1964; D'Amato & Gumenik, 1960) and animal 5s (Knapp, Kause & Perkins, 1959; Sidman & Boren, 1957) , and also with the common experience that waiting for an unpleasant event to occur can be extremely distressing. The postexperimental comments made by these 5s are pertinent here. Most stated that waiting for delayed shock produced a considerable amount of apprehension and that they wanted "to get it over with as soon as possible." The psychopaths, on the other hand, showed only a slight overall (55.5%) preference for immediate shock and reported that waiting for the occurrence of delayed shock bothered them very little.
A basis for interpreting the differential effects of delayed shock upon psychopathic and nonpsychopathic 5s is provided by the theory that cues associated with painful stimulation acquire, through classical conditioning, the capacity to elicit fear responses (Miller, 1951) . In normal persons, these cues would serve to elicit fear responses in the interval prior to anticipated pain or punishment. Presumably the aversive properties of this aroused fear (apprehension?) would summate with those of delayed shock and would be greater than the aversive properties of immediate shock alone. Since the aroused fear is a conditioned response, its magnitude and aversiveness would be expected to increase with repeated delayed shock experiences, and this would be reflected in an increased number of choices of immediate shock over trials. As Table 2 indicates, this is what happened in the case of the nonpsychopathic 5s (Groups NP and C). The choice behavior of the psychopaths can be similarly interpreted. Thus, the finding that psychopaths may acquire conditioned fear responses slowly (Hare, 1965a; Lykken, 1957) suggests that, even after a number of delayed shock experiences, relatively little fear would be generated by cues preceding the shock. This would account for the failure of the psychopaths (Group P) to show an increased number of immediate shock choices over trials (see Table 2 ).
The results of this study, as well as the interpretation offered, are in accord with the recent finding that psychopathic 5s showed less increase in palmar skin conductance in the interval prior to anticipated shock than did nonpsychopathic 5s (Hare, 1965b; in press ). This was taken to indicate that the emotional effects and the aversive properties of future pain or punishment are relatively small for the psychopath. Whereas the normal person finds it distressing to wait for some unpleasant event, the psychopath apparently does not.
A limitation of the present study is that it is not known to what extent nonsensory variables (Swets, 1961) affected the level of shock which 5s reported to be their maximum. It is possible, for example, that some 5s, in an attempt to avoid strong shock, reported that their maximum had been reached when in fact it had not. This possibility would particularly apply to the psychopaths, whose tendency to avoid discomfort is well known (Cleckley, 1959) . Unfortunately, the method employed in this study did not allow the effects of such nonsensory variables to be evaluated directly. It will be recalled, however, that all three groups received approximately the same intensity of shock. This suggests that unless psychopaths have a pain threshold for shock that differs considerably from that of normal persons, the subjective intensity of shock was probably within the same range for all three groups. In this regard, Schachter and Latan6 (1964) found that psychopathic and nonpsychopathic 5s did not differ significantly in their ratings of the degree of pain experienced when they were all administered the same level of shock.
While the present findings are consistent with the hypotheses that psychopaths lack the normal capacity to acquire conditioned ROBERT D. HARK fear responses and that the emotional significance of future punishment is of relatively little immediate concern to them, they may also be interpreted in another way. It is possible that the choice behavior of the psychopaths was determined not by the emotional consequences of delayed shock or by an inability to acquire fear responses, but by a deliberate attempt on their part to use the experimental situation to their own advantage. In the absence of any specific information about the purpose of the experiment, and knowing that it was being conducted by a psychologist who, among other things, might communicate the results to prison authorities, the psychopaths may have reasoned that any extreme or unusual pattern of responding would appear abnormal or revealing of themselves. As a result they may have intentionally employed a random or systematic distribution of choices. Thus, the advantage or payoff expected by the psychopaths for responding in a particular way (including their comments that waiting for delayed shock to occur did not bother them) may have outweighed whatever emotional effects delayed shock might have had. Inspection of Table 2 indicates that the pattern of choices of five 5s (1, 5, 8, 9, 11) in Group P conforms to this alternative explanation of the results.
This interpretation raises the additional possibility that the results of other experimental studies of psychopathy, including those involving fear (GSR) conditioning (Hare, 196Sa; Lykken, 1957) , may have been similarly influenced by an attempt on the part of the Ss to control the situation and to manipulate or "con" the experimenters. In other words, the psychopath may be able to control the amount of overt and autonomic emotionality displayed in a variety of social situations, perhaps because of a past history of reinforcement for such control and lack of display under similar circumstances. While this hypothesis is plausible and certainly coincides with the psychopath's well known penchant for manipulation, there is no direct experimental evidence to support it. On the other hand, the results of a number of recent studies involving avoidance learning (Lykken, 1957; Schachter & Latane, 1964) , serial learning under conditions of punishment (Hetherington & Klinger, 1964) , and the emotional effects of anticipated punishment (Hare, in press) , are consistent with the hypothesis that psychopaths do not acquire fear responses as readily as do normal persons. As noted above, the present results are also consistent with this conditioned fear hypothesis. It is clear, however, that further research is necessary to determine the degree to which experimental findings, such as those obtained in the present study, are influenced by the psychopath's characteristic tendency to manipulate people and situations to meet his own needs. Research along these lines is currently being planned.
